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REMARKS 

Reconsiderabon of mc „ applicall0I1 , s ^ 
ma^ bas been added. aajms , „ ^ 18 _ ^ ^ ^ remain ta fce 
application for consideration. 
ReiechW hgsed on as IT s.C. § 1il2 

Claim* 1, 3, 6, 7, 10, 1,, 13, 14 and ,6 stand rejected under 35 US.C f 102(e) as 
by U.S. Faten, No . S ,,, 0I5 t0 PlanM ( . M AppUcanB ^ 

rejection based on the comments suited in their Response of Septet 24, 2003. which 
« incorporated by reference herein, a„d the following remarks. 

Applicants respecrtuly otaintah, ta Planas d0M nK ^ a ^ 

- mto a pinraiity of display divisions- nor "assigning each dispiay division to . respective 
netwo* function, Examiner cites to iines 9-13 of coi. 6, lines 2„-2 8 of oo,. „. and F.OS 2D 

«a. Bu, this is no, the c*e. RaU.er. eacb network ft nctio„ or region is disced in an 

^divided display area, 

"Dividing a display area into a ptaiity of display divisions" is given its ordinary 
mining nniess Applicants make clear tba, anotber meaning was intended. Kron, Apphcants- 
HO. 2, „ is dear ma, no special ^ « ^ FIG. 2 depic* an cxampie of -dividing a 
display area into a p,urabty of display divisions." Tbe display area is divided into a grid-Uke 
*~ wbere eacb cell inaptly displays da. Applet „ ^ ^ 

— adding is „„, tang,, by m ^ wUch ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^splays distinct data using multiple icons. 
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With reference first » P W nG . 4B> it h clear ma , ^ ^pfay ^ ^ & ^ 
divide R-W.di.dMvi, a single, undivided display area Comparing Planas' HO. 48 
,o Applicant FIG. 2 makes apparent a significant difference betwee „ ApplicMts , ^ 
-..hod of •'dividing a display area to a plurality of display divisions" and a memod of 
displaying multiple d at a items on an undivided display area. Displaying multiple dau items in 
an undivided screen a™ does no. .each dividing a display area into a plurality of display 
divisions and then assigning each display division to a respective network function. FIG. 4B (as 
well as FIG. 4D) of Haras indicate such items as Access Region 80. Transport Region 82. 
Region A. multiple ATMs, arid the hke. Each of these items, however appear in an nndivided 
display area. 

Turning finally to lines 9-13 of col. 6 and FIG. 2D. these two citations merely 
disdose a type of a basic network-elemen. icon. &. col. 3. lines 9-10. No citation teaches 
dividing a display area into a plurahty of display divisions. FIG. 2D illustrates mat three 
contiguous icons reflect data related to three respective cards forming par, of me same shelf. 
These cards are similar to cards in a computer. Three icons, each displaying independent 
information, however, does no, .each dividing a display area into a plurali t y of display divisions. 
FIG. 2D depicts an icon; more particularly a composition of three icons. A composition of icons 
does no. .each dividing a screen arena and men 'Wgning each display division to a respective 
network function." Thus, no, only is a display are. divided into a „ of divisions, hut each of 
those divisions disphys data related ,o respective network functions. Planas mate no mention 
whatsoever of assigning nilIlipl<: iiyisioas a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Action .ppears to stare ma. depicting three icons that represent distinc. values (Planas. FIG 2D) 
is identical to the Calmed feahues of dividing a display area in. a „ of displav divisioils 



I3B42I4v2 

Page M of 17 



PAGE 12/18 * RCVD AT 2/26/2004 5:01:06 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRM/0 ' DNIS:8729306 * CSID: * DURATION (mm-ss):0444 



FEB. 26. 2004 4:1 3PM w ~ NO. 8703 P. 13/18 

AppJic-acion No. 09/924,910 

Response datc<J Fbbnjary 26, 2004 

Reply to Office Action of December 3 1 , 2003 

- -to*, each division * . mwa± ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

identical, and the fonner neither teaches nor suggests ^ latter . 

Independent data „ oven more panics ^ ,. dividing , 
dispiay area into a plnrahty of display divisioiB „ me ^ ^ ^ ^ 

claim 11 , and thus are incorporated by reference herein. 

Additionally, claims 1 and 1 , as amended further recite "siitmjmummm 
Periodical,, ^ sing ^ „ f saM ^ fc ^ ^ rcwere a ^ ^ ^ 

h contrast to the presHIt in^., rf ^ ^ ^ ^ 

pu„ technoiony of having to invoive a user who clicks on an information icon „ retrieve detailed 
■nforrnation. ^, col . ,,,^33-40. Providing an initiation acrion, such as a mouse Cick, 
does not teach automatically accessing network functions. 

According, independent claims 1 and ,1 are in condition for allowance 
Furore, dependent claims 3. 6. 7. and .0 depend from Calm 1. and are consequently in 
conditionforallow^ch^n^^^^^.^^^^ w ^ ^ ^ 

TOr patentable. Por example. Cairn 3 is separately pa te„,ab,e ^ p,^ d(Jes „„, 
"sealing , range of values,- At mosl . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

eo,o,s (col. ,2, lines 2 c-3l>. which, doK „ ^ ^ a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
values. Dependant cWms 13 , 14 , ^ , 6 , ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^^ ^ 
for anoyance for at ,eas t the same reasons discussed above with respect to claim , ,. 
Rejections h.«^i n 5 US.C. 8 , l(n 

Claims 2, 4, 5. 8. 9 , 12 , ,5 and 17-23 stand rejected under 35 US.C s .03 as 
being anticipated over Planas in view of U.S. Patent No., 5.5M.797 to Baker (W 
Applets respectful,, .averse these .ejections. Claims 2, 4. 5, 8, o. I2 , 15 , _ 17 . 23 ^ 
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patentable for the reasons provided above because they depend either directly or indirectly from 
base claims 1 or U, which are in a condition for allowance. Addition^ Applicants kindly 
maintain that a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established. To establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness, three criteria must be met: 

1) there must be some suggestion or motivation to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings; 

2) there must be a reasonable expectation of success; and 

3) the prior-art references must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 
Moreover, the teaching or suggestion, and the reasonable expectation of success must be found 
tin the prior art and not be b,sed o„ applicants' disclosure. See MPEP , 706.02(j), , 2142, and § 
2143. 

As menaced in Applicants' previous Bafcer , ^ 

appals for displaying rf , ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

million Unes of scuxe code. See Bate abstract Baker explain, mar the paying a„ d 
visualization techniques o, the time for smail software systems Had no. bee, successfully scaled 
up for use with large software systems; and «ha, "source code Ustings of large wfIware sys[Hm 
overworn me ™d-„ ilhtoom „ chflnegrai „ deBi , Flowcharts and stature diag„ 
only become overloaded with detaHs, but latter change., ,o the software system may render ,he 
original flow , stmctun! ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

col 1. lines 53. BaJcer goes on to explain the need in the art for graphicaHy dismaying 
WonnaUon and statistics about subsystems, directories and fl ,es „, a large software system in an 
—dab* manner for use by later software maintenance and development personnel. 

Baker, col. I, lines 65-67 - col., lines 1-3. 
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Thus. Baker is concerned with the problem of visuaUy representing a comphcated 
computer program woile the presen[ iBvem . on k maceixi 

mformauon related ro a complex tefecomtnunications system. AppHcants expIai „ ^ by 
motoring ^ flow> „ ^ ^ e9<i . pmEnt ^ 

operauon. and the Uke can be detected ^ acted p ^ ^ ^ 

Monitoring aspects of a large telecommunications network, a, taugb, by me prBKnI „ 

No suggestion nor novation to modify p|anaj M to ^ ^ ^ 

The Oflto Acta states te ., incc ^ ffld Baker ^ ^ m a ^ o( 
v—o„ of data in a system,- and ta stops . Almou gh AppUcaws ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
h= made by the OfHce Acta. surely just bsoause Planas ^ Balter ^ ^ ^ ^ 

° f ^ '° ' ^ *~ ~n or motive ^ „ 

comb™ me two teachings. The Office Action aiso su.es that "My ^ tMchi „ g „ 
Baker, i, wouid provide user a greater understanding o, the system (mKS 12 . le of ^ rf 
Baker,.- *, Office Action p. 10. Applicants „ 0IBU re of toe meaning of the aforementioned 
statement More specify. Applicants are no, quite sure to what does "ir" and ■the system" 
Unes 1WS of Baker's absaactstate that a greater understanding of the history ofa large 
software sysfcm can be provtded if data of me various releases ofsoftwate system are available. 

Secondly. there must be a reasonable expectation of success. The Office Action 
offer, no reasons as to why one SkU ,ed in the „ sh o„,d reasonably expect to succeed in making 
applicants' claimed invention from combining Planas and Baker. 

FiuaHy. the prior-art references do no, teach or suggest all the claim limitations 
Nether reference teaches dividing a display area inro a pluraht, of disp,ay divisions, assigning 
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each display division to a respective network function, and without user inaction, periodical* 
accessing each of said network functions to retrieve a respective current data value - limitations 
which appear in each independent claim from which claims 2, 4. 5, 8, 9, 12, 15, and 17-23 
depend. Without establishing .prima facie case of obviousness, the §103 rejection of claims 2, 
4, 5, 8, 9, 12, 15, and 17-23 should be withdrawn. 

Even if Baker can be combined with Planas, the mere fact that references am be 
combined does not render the resultant combination obvious unless the prior an also sufigests the 
desirability of the combination. In re Ko tzab , 217 F.3d 1365, 1371, 55 USPQ2d 1313, 1318 
(Fed.Cir. 1990) and MPEP §2134.01, emphasis added. Additionally, some or all of these claims 
are separately patentable even if Baker were properly combinable with Planas. For example, 
claim 5 recites "dividing said display division associated with said at least one of said network 
functions into a plurality of display subdivisions equal to said plurality of data members of said 
data set." This feature of further subdividing is neither taught nor suggested by Planas, which 
only discloses a manual pull-type technology of clicking on an icon to receive data. The Office 
Action cites Baker for teaching, in combination with Planas. limitations (a), (b), and (d) as 
further recited in Claim 5. Applicants respectfully note that it is impermissible to use the 
claimed invention as an instruction manual or template to piece together the teaching of the prior 
art so that the claimed invention is rendered obvious. The Office Action cannot use hindsight to 
Pick and choose among isolated disclosures in the prior art to deprecate the claimed invention 
* re FritcH, 972 F.2d 1260, 23 USPQ 2d 1780 (Fed. Ci, 1992, Such hindsight is also 
employed to assert that claims 8 and 9 are rendered obvious by P lanas in view of Baker. 
As amended, independent claim 18 recites in part: 

w„ d j Vi ^ g . 8 "^S^ d «play area into a plurality of 
rectangular display divisions; V y 
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(d) assigning each display division to a respective network 
function; 

(e) dividing each display division associated with a plurality of 
data members into a plurality of rectangular display subdivisions 
representing the associated plurality of data members 

(h) periodically accessing, without user interaction, each of 
said network functions to retrieve a respective current data value. 

As the arguments above regarding claims 1, 3. 5, and 11 (incorporated herein) 

explain, Planas does not teach nor suggest all of the features recited in claim !8, either alone or 

in combination with Baker. The display in Planas is not divided, but rather exists as a single, 

undivided screen. See Planas, FIG. 4B. Instead of dividing a screen to show multiple 

information sets, Planas depicts multiple objects (such as Access Region 80, Transport Region 

82, etc.) on a single screen. This difference is significant because each division of the present 

invention can be used to represent dedicated information in one embodiment. Any divisions in 

Baker are related to segments of a computer program rather than to data flow of a 

communications network. No teaching from the prior art suggests assigning each display 

division to a respective network function. Moreover, feature (e) recites "dividing each display 

division associated with a plurality of data members into a plurality of rectangular display 

subdivisions representing the associated plurality of data members." As previously mentioned, 

the prior art - taken alone or in combination - does not teach dividing a display division within a 

first screen division. Finally, Planas, alone or in combination with Baker, does not teach 

periodically accessing network functions without user interaction. 

Claims 19-23 depend either directly or indirectly from base claim 18, and are thus 
in a condition for allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

None of the prior art, alone or in combination, teaches or suggests the claimed 
invention. For the reasons stated above, claims 1-23 are in condition for allowance. Applicants 
respectfully request withdrawal of the pending rejections and a Notice of Allowance be issued in 
this case. If any issues remain that would prevent issuance of this application, the Examiner is 
urged to contact the undersigned prior to issuing a subsequent action. The Commissioner is 
hereby authorized to charge any additional amount required, or credit any overpayment, to 
Deposit Account No. 21-0765. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Jesse 7. Camacbo 
Reg. No. 51,258 
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SHOOK, HARDY, & BACON L.L.P. 

One Kansas City Place 

1200 Main Street 
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Fax: 816/421-5547 
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